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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments filed 12/17/02 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. The reasons are listed below, but primarily relate to the argument that the applicant 
argues a more narrow reading of the claims than the examiner feels appropriate. 

2. In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., "multiple 
notification events") are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted 
in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In 
re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

3. The applicant argues that Crawford teaches a specific notification to a specific trigger. 
Examiner responds that claim 1 reads, "wherein said AT LEAST ONE predetermined 
TRIGGERING EVENT and its ASSOCIATED TYPE and content of automatic notification 
message are configurable." As such, only one trigger of any type is required to read on the 
claims as no claim proposes "multiple triggering events" or "multiple types of triggers." As the 
claim reads, each trigger has a specific response for each trigger, and there is no claim that 
"either a user or an administrator can choose a particular message from a list of associated 
messages." The examiner also notes that a trigger may be predetermined by a user, by an 
administrator, or by the program itself, as is currently read, 

4. The examiner must show that both the trigger and the response are configurable under 
Crawford. However, as the claims are fairly broad regarding the configuration, almost any form 
of configuration could read on the claims. Fig. 9 shows this adequately enough, with a range of 
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triggers and associated responses. For example, in blocks 498 and 500, one can configure 
triggers to reflect certain dialogue. Certain notifications also change with the configuration of a 
user profile (col. 20, lines 53 - 65). Fig. 18 shows configuration details for the particular 
responses of the security program. 

5. The applicant added that "the message enables said file server to be used in workflow 
automation " While this automatically changes the scope of the claims, it does not change the 
scope in the manner that the applicant seems to assume. It does not state "the configuration of 
events and messages to create a truly active file system that will react to a multitude of scenarios 
promulgated by end users and that may be further used to effect workflow automation." It does 
not state that the use in a workflow automation environment requires specific triggers, nor does it 
explain the relationship between the workflow automation, the file system, and the triggers and 
notification messages. These gaps allow for a broad reading that, as long as workflow 
automation software can be placed on either the client or the server and with the ability to read or 
write a file such as a saved workflow model, reads upon Crawford and other file systems, active 
or otherwise. Likewise, as no claim teaches the configuration to "run programs, enforce 
constraints, etc." the examiner will not read these limitations into the claims. The applicant is 
advised to amend these limitations. 

6. In response to applicant's argument that Angal is nonanalogous art, it has been held that a 
prior art reference must either be in the field of applicant's endeavor or, if not, then be 
reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which the applicant was concerned, in order 
to be relied upon as a basis for rejection of the claimed invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 

F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, claims 1-35 are drawn to a method 
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for operating a file system, while claims 36-65 are drawn to supporting said file system. In this 
case, Angal teaches a monitoring and security system that supports an MIB of network objects 
(col. 1, lines 35-40). But since an object in this embodiment is a software code - a file - the 
MIB may be seen as a file system. Further, for these particular claims, we are not concerned 
with the file system but with the support structure. Since Agnal is used to support a file 
collection, and since the network objects could be stored on a file system such as Crawford 
without destroying the original reference, Agnal is reasonably pertinent to the particular problem 
of a file support system. 

7. A similar argument for Crawford is applied to Agnal, and the same cases of "missing 
limitations" apply. 

8. The examiner must show that both the trigger and the response are configurable under 
Agnal. However, as the claims are fairly broad regarding the configuration, almost any form of 
configuration could read on the claims. In this case, the applicant writes that, in the invention, 
"no limitation is provided with regard to what the preconfigured event or action may be except 
that it be related to the operation of the file system." Not only is this not reflected in the case, 
but the examiner will not accept an open-ended limitation that could conceivably be read upon 
every type of trigger and/or response. It is assumed by the examiner that the system has limits, 
and the application must reflect those limits. The applicant admits this, however, by stating that 
"Agnal provides a very limited array of responses to a request to access" on Page 20, line 8. As 
long as there is more than one response, the requirement of configuration is met, regardless of 
how "limited" the array is. (Again, applicant is invited to amend the claims so as to achieve a 
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"broader" array.) In Fig. 5, Agnal shows how it can use a hierarchy of configurable triggers. 
Fig. 9 shows this in further detail. See also co. 2, lines 50-60. 

9. Angal and Crawford are each drawn to different triggers and corresponding responses. 
As such, the combination widens the configurability of the system, and the limitations are thus 
fulfilled by the combination. The examiner has shown that the art is analogous and therefore can 
be combined. 

10. Thurlow is analogous because it uses a GUI system to access files from a file system 
(Fig. 2-4) in such a way that a file can be taken from an e-mail and placed in a folder (Fig. 6-8), 
or vice versa, and can be analyzed. Further, none of the other references shows whether the 
interface was a GUI. Thurlow shows how a GUI can be used to configure events and 
notifications, and such a GUI can easily be ported to Angal and/or Crawford. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

1 1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 1 02 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

12. " Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 12-15, 18, 19, 27-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Crawford (5,771,354). 

13. For claim 1, Crawford teaches a computerized active filing system (see abstract), 
comprising: 

a. A memory circuit for storing data (col. 16, lines 16-18); 
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b. A communications port (col. 16, lines 8-9) that is in communication with a 
network, said communications port being configured to transmit and receive data over 
said network (col. 16, lines 30-31); and 

c. A processing circuit (col. 16, line 10) that is configured to control the flow of data 
between said memory circuit and said communications port (col. 14, lines 21-22); said 
processing circuit also being configured to control said memory circuit so as to operate as 
a file server (col. 15, lines 16-24 and Figure 5); said processing circuit being further 
configured to automatically cause a notification message to be sent to said network upon 
the occurrence of at least one predetermined triggering event pertaining to the operation 
of said file server (col 43, lines 5-11), wherein said at least one predetermined triggering 
event and its associated type and content of automatic notification message are 
configurable under the control of an auto-notification computer program routine residing 
on said computerized active file system (col. 43, lines 29-33). 

14. As for claim 2, Crawford also teaches that the at least one predetermined triggering event 
and said automatic notification messages are configurable by a systems administrator (col. 8, 
lines 55-58). If there is a "configuration file" that is produced by the access triggering events, 
then there is a way to configure the notification messages, as shown above. Further, it was 
anticipated that the messages would be configurable by an "administrator" because in a secure 
environment, only the administrator would have access to the necessary files. An administrator 
is someone who sets up and runs the host computer, so the existence of a host computer 
anticipates the existence of a system administrator that can configure various items. 
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1 5. As for claim 4, Crawford shows that the memory circuit comprises random access 
memory (RAM) (col. 16, line 12) and a hard disk drive (col. 16, lines 16-17). 

16. As for claim 5, Crawford teaches that the file server comprises: 

a. Said hard disk drive (col. 16, lines 16-17); 

b. Said RAM (col. 16, line 12); 

c. Control software (col. 17, lines 37-39) that stores and retrieves groupings of data 
organized as individual files onto and from said hard disk drive, while utilizing said 
RAM for temporary storage of data that make up portions of said files or entire said files 
(col. 18, lines 35-58). 

17. As for claim 7, Crawford teaches that there is a web server (col. 16, lines 57-59) that is in 
communication with one of a Local Area Network (col. 15, lines 35-36), a Wide Area Network 
(col. 16, line 61), and a global set of networks (col. 16, lines 44-46) interconnected with routers 
(col. 16, lines 52-57). 

18. As for claim 12, Crawford teaches that the said triggering event comprises one of said file 
server granting access to: 

a. Read a file (col. 43, lines 44-46); 

b. Write a file (col. 43, lines 47-49); 

c. Read/write a file (interpreted as any type of access of file) (col. 43, lines 39-43); 

d. Download a file (remote reading) (col. 18, lines 55-58); 

e. Upload a file (remote writing) (col. 18, lines 55-58). 
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19. Claim 13 comprises a method with many of the same limitations as claim 1 . It is 
anticipated in the prior art that a method and a system are functionally equivalent. Since claim 1 
is rejected, claim 13 is also rejected. 

20. Claim 14 comprises a method with many of the same limitations as claim 2. It is 
anticipated in the prior art that a method and a system are functionally equivalent. Since claim 2 
is rejected, claim 14 is also rejected. 

21. As for claim 1 5, Crawford teaches that at least one predetermined triggering event 
comprises a complex event (col. 43, lines 5-11). The office interprets this claim to mean that the 
entire triggering event, including the trigger and the notification, comprises more than one 
action. 

22. As for claim 18, Crawford teaches that the said automatic notification message comprises 
a complex action (col. 43, lines 5-11). The office interprets this claim to mean that the 
production and transmission of the notification message comprises more than one action. 

23. As for claim 19, Crawford teaches that the said complex action comprises launching an 
application program (col. 37, 37-57). 

24. As for claim 27, Crawford teaches that the method further comprises using said access 
rights function (Crawford, col. 43, lines 5-1 1) to implement the limitations of claim 12. 

25. Claim 28 comprises a method with many of the same limitations as claim 12. It is 
anticipated in the prior art that a method and a system are functionally equivalent. Since claim 
12 is rejected, claim 28 is also rejected. 

26. As for claim 29, Crawford teaches that the method further comprises seamlessly 
encrypting data while uploading a file to said file server (col. 33, line 65 - col. 34, line 3). 
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27. As for claim 30, Crawford teaches that the said file server operations run on top of 
another architecture that also runs on said processing circuit (col. 19, lines 31-34). 

28. As for claim 31, Crawford teaches that a system for tracking bugs and fixes runs on top 
of said file server operations, also on said processing circuit (col. 14, line 62 - col. 15, line 6). 

29. Claims 36-65 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Angal et al. 
(5,999,978). 

30. For claim 36, Angal teaches a method (see abstract) for supporting a computerized file 
system (col. 2, lines 49-51) comprising: 

a. Preconfiguring at least one triggering event in a computer program in 
communication with said computerized file system (col. 8, lines 49-54); 

b. Preconfiguring at least one associated action in said computer program, wherein 
said triggering event and associated action are related to the operation of said 
computerized file system (col. 9, lines 54-58); 

c. Monitoring said computerized file system with said computer program for the 
occurrence of said at least one preconfigured triggering event (col. 11, lines 4-10); and 

d. Initiating said preconfigured associated action with said computer program when 
said triggering event occurs col. 1 1 , lines 31-38). 

31. As for claim 37, Angal teaches that the method further comprises: 

a. Preconfiguring an associated group of users in said computer program (col. 9, 
lines 11-14) wherein said preconfigured associated group of users are associated with 
said triggering event and said associated action (col. 9, lines 50-51); 
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b. Initiating said preconfigured associated action with regard to a preconfigured 
associated group of users (col. 10, lines 15-19). 

32. As for claim 38, Angal teaches that the computerized file system is stored in a table (col. 
9, lines 6-10). 

33. As for claim 39, Angal teaches that the said at least one triggering event optionally 
includes: Creating a file/object, Uploading a file/object, Downloading/exporting a file/object, 
Deleting a file/object, Editing a file/object, Moving a file/object, Copying a file/object, 
Renaming a file/object, Viewing a file/object, Accessing a file/object, Changing access rights for 
a file/object, or any combination thereof. The above arguments show that the rule trigger is the 
accessing of a file or object, and all the other triggering events involves the accessing of a file or 
object. Therefore, Angal' s rules would be triggered by every event on this list, making them all 
anticipated. Further, Angal has shown that there are several triggering events (col. 9, lines 44- 
45) and each triggering event can exhibit a different response (col. 10, lines 6-9). Angal further 
teaches that a response can be given for a combination of triggering events (col. 12, lines 32-35). 

34. As for claim 40, Angal teaches that the list of associated actions includes: 

a. Sending an e-mail message (col. 14, lines 51-54); 

b. Enforcing a constraint (col. 1 1, lines 34-35); 

c. Archiving files/objects in said computerized file system (col. 12, lines 3-7); 

d. Running a script (All of the above are run by programs that may be implemented 
in script language. Therefore, this claim is anticipated.) 

e. Launching a program (col. 10, lines 51-54); 

f. Any combination thereof (col. 11, lines 34-35). 
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35. Claims 41-43 are an OS-component file system support method of claims 36-38. The 
prior art shows that the limitations are functionally similar, and that the new environment does 
not affect the functionality. If claims 36-38 are rejected, claims 41-43 are also rejected for the 
reasons above. 

36. As to claim 44, Angal teaches that the at least one triggering event, associated action, and 
associated group of users are associated with a folder in said operating system's computerized 
file system (col. 6, lines 26-32). 

37. Claims 45 and 46 are an OS-component file system support method of claims 39 and 40. 
The prior art shows that the limitations are functionally similar, and that the new environment 
does not affect the functionality. If claims 39 and 40 are rejected, claims 45 and 46 are also 
rejected for the reasons above. 

38. Claim 47 is a distributed file system method of claim 36. The prior art shows that the 
limitations are functionally similar, and that the new environment does not affect the 
functionality. If claim 36 is rejected, claim 47 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

39. Claim 48 is a computerized object system method of claim 36. The prior art shows that 
the limitations are functionally similar, and that the new environment does not affect the 
functionality. If claim 36 is rejected, claim 48 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

40. Claim 49 is a file server method with limitations of 36, 37, 39 and 40. The prior art 
shows that the limitations are functionally similar, and that the new environment does not affect 
the functionality. If claims 36, 37, 39 and 40 are rejected, claim 49 is also rejected for the 
reasons above. 
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41. Claims 50-53 are a hardware/software system implementation for claims 36-40. The 
prior art shows that the limitations are functionally similar, and that the new environment does 
not affect the functionality. If claims 36-40 are rejected, claims 50-53 are also rejected for the 
reasons above. 

42. Claims 54-57 are an OS-Based file system implementation for claims 36-40. The prior 
art shows that the limitations are functionally similar, and that the new environment does not 
affect the functionality. If claims 36-40 are rejected, claims 54-57 are also rejected for the 
reasons above. 

43. Claims 58-61 are a software system implementation for claims 36-40. The prior art 
shows that the limitations are functionally similar, and that the new environment does not affect 
the functionality. If claims 36-40 are rejected, claims 58-61 are also rejected for the reasons 
above. 

44. Claims 62 and 63 are an OS-based software system implementation for claims 39 and 40. 
The prior art shows that the limitations are functionally similar, and that the new environment 
does not affect the functionality. If claims 39 and 40 are rejected, claims 62 and 63 are also 
rejected for the reasons above. 

45. For claim 64, in a computerized active file system having a graphical user interface (fig 
4, #212), a method of preconfiguring and performing a trigger (col. 10, lines 54-57), the method 
comprising: 

a. Displaying a set of events (listed 39), a set of actions (listed 40) and a set of users 
(listed 37) (In order to configure each of these aspects of a trigger - as shown above - 
using a GUI, the GUI would have to display the choices. The user has to know the option 
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to change the option. Further, making choices through a GUI menu is well known in the 
prior art. Therefore, this limitation is anticipated.); 

b. Selecting at least one of each (The earlier arguments show that Angal allows for 
the configuration of the triggers for each of these. The development of a trigger means 
making the selection of one of each. By definition, one cannot configure the trigger 
without making the selection, and this limitation is therefore anticipated as well); 

c. Receiving at least one signal indicative of said trigger choices (col. 14, lines 51- 
54); 

d. Configuring said trigger according to said trigger choices (col. 8, lines 49-54 and 
col. 9, lines 54-58); 

e. Monitoring said computerized file system for the occurrence of said at least one 
triggering event (col. 11, lines 4-10); and 

f Initiating said associated triggering action for said associated triggering group of 

users (col. 10, lines 15-19). 

46. Claim 65 is an OS-based software system implementation for claim 64. The prior art 

shows that the limitations are functionally similar, and that the new environment does not affect 

the functionality. If claim 64 is rejected, claim 65 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

41. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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48. Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, 12-15, 18-20, 23 and 27-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Crawford. 

49. For claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 12-15, 18, 19, and 27-31, that which is anticipated is obvious. 

50. For claim 8, Crawford teaches there is at least one user (col. 12, lines 41-45) that is in 
communication with said one of a Local Area Network, a Wide Area Network, and a global set 
of networks interconnected with routers; said at least one user having a computer platform that 
contains browser software (col. 3, lines 13-15) and graphical user interface software (col. 12, line 
59 - col. 13, line 7). Furthermore, GUI software such as Windows and the Mac OS were well 
known in the art in 1993. Crawford does not mention browser software, as the first software 
browser, NCSA Mosaic, had just come out in 1993. However, Crawford does teach that the user 
may interface with the host computer through the Internet, and it is well known in the prior art 
that the browser was the best way to interact with host machines through the Internet. At the 
time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that 
the user computer would have a browser such as MS Explorer or Netscape Navigator. 

5 1 . Claim 20 comprises a method with many of the same limitations as claim 8. It is 
considered obvious in the prior art that a method and a system are functionally equivalent. 
Claim 20 adds the limitation that the application is launched for the user, which Crawford also 
teaches (col. 37, 37-57). Further, it is obvious that the application would be launched for the 
user and would not be launched for anyone else but the user. Since claim 8 is rejected, claim 20 
is also rejected. 

52. As for claim 23, Crawford implicitly teaches that the method further comprises: 
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a. Providing at least two users that are in communication with said file server over said 
network (col. 16, lines 44-51); and 

b. Storing more than one single file under an identical virtual filename as presented to 
said at least two users as a Display Name (col. 18, lines 52-58), while storing said more 
than one single file under unique actual filenames in a Files Table (col 21, lines 49-55) 
contained within said memory circuit along with a link to a location of said more than 
one single file (col. 21, lines 28-30) in a virtual folder (col. 18, lines 43-46), wherein said 
location is based upon: 

i. A setting in a database (col, 21, lines 53-55) and 

ii. A username of the virtual folder where the file is being uploaded to with 
said file server (col 21, lines 34-42). 

53. Further regarding claim 23, the above items show that a similar process is used for drive 
mapping. The process can easily be ported to describe the obvious separation method, in which 
files are stored in "virtual drive" objects, with each user using the drive mapping to find the 
separated drive. Further, it is an objective of the invention to allow a user to read/write to the 
virtual drive in much the same way that the user would read/write to a local drive. Therefore, it 
would be obvious that a method would be implemented so that two people could upload two 
different files that happened to have the same name. The combination of the "drive translation" 
and "virtual file object" methods draws the same method that is disclosed above. At the time the 
invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized the parallels between 
the two forms and implemented the remote file system method for the purpose of increasing user 
transparency. 
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54. Claims 1-7, 9, 10, 12-19, 24, 27-34, and 36-65 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Crawford as applied to claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 13-15, 18, 19, 29, and 30, 
above, and further in view of Angal. 

55. For claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 12-15, 18, 19, 27-31, and 36-65, that which is anticipated is 
obvious. 

56. As for claim 3, Crawford teaches that the said associated automatic notification messages 
are transmitted over said network by use of one of: 

a. E-mail message technology (Crawford knows about the technology, and expresses a 
need to send messages over a network.); 

b. Predetermined rules-based function (col. 8, line 66 - col. 9, line 24). 

57. Crawford does not explicitly disclose that the notification method can be sent by e-mail, 
although he discloses that the host computer and the user can be connected in a network that 
allows e-mail to be sent. Angal teaches that, in the secure file system, the messages can be sent 
via e-mail (col. 14, lines 51-54). Further, e-mail as a system of providing information and 
messages were becoming ubiquitous even in 1993, as Crawford showed. Angal provides the 
security developments that .Crawford mentions a need for but does not explicitly disclose all of 
the details for. The addition of e-mail to the system allows a user to access the information in a 
more secure manner. At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the two remote virtual file systems in order to boost the 
security and convenience of Crawford. 



Application/Control Number: 09/42 1 ,808 Page 1 7 

Art Unit: 2142 

58. As for claim 6, Crawford does not expressly teach the trigger database, but does express 
the need to store the trigger information in a file (col. 8, lines 55-58). Angal teaches that there is 
a database that contains information relating to said at least one predetermined triggering event 
(col. 4, lines 28-31) and its associated type of automatic notification message (col. 9, lines 54- 
58). At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have used the 
database format of Angal to save the information in Crawford's file in order to better organize 
the data for editing. 

59. As for claim 9, it has the same limitations of claim 3, plus the limitation that the 
messages are sent to the user (Crawford, col. 8, line 66 - col. 9, line 24). At the time the 
invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have combined the teachings for the 
reasons listed above. 

60. As for claim 10, the combination of Crawford and Angal further shows that the system in 
claim 1 further comprises: 

a. An authentication function (Crawford, col. 10, lines 15-18); 

b. An access rights function (Crawford, col. 43, lines 5-11); 

c. A user management function (Angal, col. 9, lines 15-27); 

d. A group management function (Angal, col. 9, lines 11-15); 

e. A modules management function (Crawford, col. 18, lines 49-52); and 
f An objects management function (Crawford, col. 18, lines 43-46). 

61 . Crawford teaches most of the functions, as shown above. Crawford also teaches that we 
need to manage users (in order to allow the authentication function and to bill them for usage) 
and it teaches that we need some way to determine who accesses what information. Crawford 
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does not explicitly disclose granting rights to people in a particular group. Angal teaches the 
granting of these rights, and fleshes out the implementation of user management in fuller detail 
At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have added the group 
management implementation methods to allow a secure method of file sharing within a group. 

62. Claim 16 comprises a method with many of the same limitations as claim 6. It is 
considered obvious in the prior art that a method and a system are functionally equivalent. Since 
claim 6 is rejected, claim 16 is also rejected. 

63. Claim 17 comprises a method with many of the same limitations as claim 3. It is 
considered obvious in the prior art that a method and a system are functionally equivalent. Since 
claim 3 is rejected, claim 17 is also rejected. 

64. Claim 24 comprises a method with many of the same limitations as claim 10. It is 
considered obvious in the prior art that a method and a system are functionally equivalent. Since 
claim 10 is rejected, claim 24 is also rejected. 

65. Claim 32 comprises a virtual file system (Crawford, col. 18, lines 2-5) with many of the 
same limitations as claims 1, 2 and 9. The prior art shows that the limitations are functionally 
similar, and that the new environment does not affect the functionality. Since claims 1, 2 and 9 
are rejected, claim 32 is also rejected. 

66. Claim 33 comprises a virtual file system with many of the same limitations as claim 12. 
The prior art shows that the limitations are functionally similar, and that the new environment 
does not affect the functionality. Since claim 12 is rejected, claim 33 is also rejected. 
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67. Claim 34 comprises a virtual file system with many of the same limitations as claim 1 . 
The prior art shows that the limitations are functionally similar, and that the new environment 
does not affect the functionality. Since claim 1 is rejected, claim 34 is also rejected. 

68. Claims 13, 21, 22, and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Crawford and Angal as applied to claims 1-7, 9, 10, 12-19, 24, 27-34, and 36-65 above, and 
further in view of Payne et al. (6,021,433). 

69. For claim 13, that which is anticipated is obvious. 

70. Claim 21 comprises a method with many of the same limitations as claims 7 and 8. It is 
considered obvious in the prior art that a method and a system are functionally equivalent. Since 
claims 7 and 8 are rejected, those limitations in claim 21 are also rejected. 

71 . Claim 21 is further drawn to a link contained within said automatic notification message 
opens said at least one user's browser software and takes the user to a folder or object that was 
just triggered. Crawford and Angal both disclose the automatic notification messages, but 
neither details the content of the notification message. Payne is another remote file management 
system with many of the same limitations that Crawford and Angal disclose. Payne also teaches 
that a URL would be embedded in the message and that the link would, upon user request, bring 
the user to the information at issue (col. 3, lines 32-36). At the time the invention was made, one 
of ordinary skill in the art would have used the message format in Payne to implement the 
messaging of Crawford and/or Angal in order to provide the user with more information in 
regards to the notification at hand. 
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72. As for claim 22, the combination of Crawford and Angal teaches that a distribution of 
said automatic messages is determined by: 

a. A type of said at least one predetermined triggering event (Crawford, col. 43, lines 5- 
11); and 

b. A predetermined set of said at least one user, as per a group definition (Angal, col. 9, 
lines 11-15). 

73 . Further regarding claim 22, the combination of the Crawford and Angal teachings for this 
particular combination is discussed in the discussion on claim 10. At the time the invention was 
made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have combined the two teachings for the reasons 
listed above. 

74. Claim 35 comprises a virtual file system with many of the same limitations as claim 3. 
The prior art shows that the limitations are functionally similar, and that the new environment 
does not affect the functionality. Since claim 3 is rejected, claim 35 is also rejected. 

75. Further regarding claim 35, Payne teaches the added limitations that notification e-mail is 
sent to virtually immediately notify said predetermined users who are currently logged-on of 
appropriate site activity at said file server (col. 2, lines 58-60), wherein others of said 
predetermined users are notified upon their next login session (col 6, lines 61-66). This fulfills 
the interest of both Crawford and Angal to alert the user to certain messages or events regardless 
of whether the user is online or offline. Further, Payne's system can be used to flesh out the 
message distribution method of the notification systems within the remote file storage 
inventions. At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
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implemented the Payne system of distribution in order to ensure the timely receipt of an event 
notification. 

76. Claims 13 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Crawford and Angal as applied to claims 1-7, 9, 10, 12-19, 24, 27-34, and 36-65 above, and 
further in view of Thurlow et al. (5,917,489). 

77. For claim 13, that which is anticipated is obvious. 

78. As for claim 26, Crawford teaches that the method further comprises controlling a 
plurality of objects by use of said modules management function and said objects management 
function, as shown above. Neither Crawford nor Angal teaches that the said plurality of objects 
each comprises one of: a file, calender, contact, report, and E-mail message. Thurlow 5 s trigger 
processing, which can be implemented into Crawford and/or Angal as the discussed but 
undisclosed GUI interface, includes a linkage into MS Outlook that would provide the 
combination with these limitations (col. 3, lines 17-32). The addition of Thurlow to the 
Crawford/Angal system would flesh out the user/host interface methods and further allow for 
better Internet communication. At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the 
art would have added the rules development GUI to the rule/trigger system in order to more 
easily develop a set of rules and triggers. 

79. Claims 1, 1 1, 13 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Crawford and Angal as applied to claims 1-7, 9, 10, 12-19, 24, 27-34, and 36-65 above, and 
further in view of Serbinis et al. (6,314,425). 
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80. For claims 1 and 13, that which is anticipated is obvious. 

81. As for claim 1 1 , Crawford and Angal fail to disclose that the system further comprises a 
function that imports users and groups from other computer systems, although they do provide 
that the user and group information is stored in files that can be transferred to other files. 
Serbinis teaches that, upon registering for a new service, much of the information is imported 
from the old service, even if the services reside on separate computers (col. 18, lines 10-17). The 
Serbinis database technique, used in its own remote file sharing system and event notification 
method, improves on the Crawford and Angal databases by lessening the required system 
resources and by simplifying the steps a user must take to join a new service. At the time the 
invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have used the Serbinis database to 
improve the Crawford/Angal file system by streamlining the user data storage process. 

82. Claim 25 comprises a method with many of the same limitations as claim 11. It is 
considered obvious in the prior art that a method and a system are functionally equivalent. Since 
claim 1 1 is rejected, those limitations in claim 25 are also rejected. 

Conclusion 

83. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
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CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Melvin H Pollack whose telephone number is (703) 305-4641. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8-4:30 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mark R Powell can be reached on (703) 305 - 9703. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 746-7239 for regular 
communications and (703) 746-7238 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-3800. 



MHP 

February 28, 2003 
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